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Curr1cu]um evaluation has b come an 1ncreas1ng]y time-consuming.and
expensive component requ1red of a]]

\ocal and federa]]y funded curriculum

deve]opment programs. Concurreni]y,‘educators havg become aware of the

limitations of traditional evalu

%}1on methods modeled after the preord1nate

psychometric techniques of the ph sﬁca1 sciences. Because of the 11m1ta- ' ~
tion of current evaluaﬁ1on techni ues, there is a demand, for .a new perspec-

tive on evaluation and for new met ods that will not only give information .
about results, but will also asses ‘the

discussed here sought to exafine ong
tion arising from the humanities.

ized and general curriculum. .

the method as part of a regerto1re of

brought tq bear on a given
‘ ]

-

Perspective’
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processes of education. The study

potentially useful method of evalua-

sought to assess the utitity of ———

aluation methods that can be

ational p\ogram; ) .

N

/

t1on Grumet (1978) wrote of curr1cn1um as t‘eatre. A recently published

includes a number of mode]s ang case.studies‘1'
fruitful area that has_ had limited exp]oratmon

however, 1s that of rhetor1c.

curriculum criticism. One
for use in evaluation, -

\.\ %
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EX

2 .
* Rhetorical Criticism. Rhetoricians circumscribe their area of study

. as the Aristotelian defined "art or faculty of discoféring the pest
\ poss1b1e means of persuasion in regard to any subject whatever . . . . this

includes. not only discourse des1gned for argumentat1on, but also to
ingratiate, to arouse sympathyr to evoke 1nd1gnat1on, and so forth"

, .(W1ntepowd 1968, P 15). This is 1ndeed broad and actually su,shmes

]1terary, dramatic,’ and poet1c criticism 1nsofar as they may function to
persuade by passion or reason. The foremost spokesman for rhetorical
criticism in the 20th century has peen Kenneth Burke. From his earliest
works, such as Counter-Statement (1931) to his ‘most recent, Dramatism and

Development (1972), Burke has provided direction to the rhetorical anay]s1s
and criticism of scores of scholars in discourse. In fact, Duncan 1965)
claimed that writers in many fields have used Burke without crediting’ him
as their source and that his-works have been pilfered shamelessly. Poets, -
critics, philosophers, sociologists, anthropologists, psychologists, and
linguists have read and Duiik‘ﬁpon Byrke's'arguments that "the manner .in
which we communicate determines the manner in which we relate as social
beings" (Duncan, 1965). q )

re ‘

Forlall theeinf1quce Burke's Work has had on scholars throughout the
disciplines, there is little indication that edﬁcators have attempted to
use his contributions in analysis of curr1cu]ar issugs. This-seems true
even thouap the natural relationship between discourse and. the educative
act is apparent. Burke contributed to the 54th yearbook of the National
Society_for. the Study of Education (1955), a collected work on modern .\
ph11osoph1es and education, bt there does not appear to have DEen a signi-
ikcant response to his'work. It may well.be that Burke S h1gh1y un1que but
difficult style, and diverse, scattered works have made ‘him somewhat

s
unapproachable by educators. - " .

Burke himself, has not focused often-on education per se, thbugh
soc1a]12at1on of human beings as symbol users is certainly uppermost in
many of his wr1t1ngs. Yet when,Burke does turn to education his remarks
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In On Human Behavior Considered Dramatistically (1965),
Burke suggested that "a free society should emphasize, in its secular
educational methods,AXhe kind of observation that makes the building. of

. hierarchical magic moét difficult" (p . 294), because this magic en&ourages

are provocative.

undue acquiescence and thus becomes too compatible with dictatorship.* He
was, in fact, suggesting that a form of ana]ysi§ be taught young people so
that they might function, not only as {??E?%ﬁy critics, but also as social
critics. The implicatien is that the methods of‘]ite;ary criticism have
‘application, hot just in the‘ficticns of human beings, but also in their

day-to-day actions.

°

. ) Iy . .
‘A Grammar of Mot1Ves (1962) explicates the format or structure through

which dramatistic cr1t1c1sm (evaluation) of human activities, whether in
Titerature or reality, can be undertaken. The five generating principles
(act, scene, agent, agency, purpose),

basic elements of analysis. Analysis of these five principles should, .

the "dramatistic pentad," provide the

according to Burke, require one to consider all the important elements of a

particular situation:

the behavior, the person, the method, the motive,

and the contextual forces.

In a curriculum evaluation, for example, one

would analyze the learning or teaching pehaviors (act), the curriculum
- developers and/or implementers (agents), the planned experiences and
" materials (agency), the aims (purpose), and the context of learning

From the pentad, Burke believes one can contrive unlimited tools
/ .

(scéne).
for analysis.(Knox, 1957, xxii).

The dramatistic Jnethod contains specified theoretical®elements which
appear to provide more h%rection for evaluation than approaches now used
from anthropology and socio]og&. It also appea;s to offer a qualitative -
examination of processes not found in psychometrics. With these factors in
mind, a study with the following objectives was begun: ' - )

‘e

k4

1. To explore the app]1cab1]1ty of Kenneth Burke' S dramat1st1c
jcr1t1c1sm to clrricuium evaluation., '
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2. 'To f1e]d test dramatistic criticism as an example of a "ﬁ
theory-based qualitative evaluation technique. - i i

ot
- C A

3. To demonstrate the’ degree to which dramatistic criticism can be
applied to curr1tu]um eva]uat1on with the same rigor presumed trad1t1ona]]y
applied’ quant1tat1ve approaches. . :

L v - o
, Ty -
- N [’

' Procedure , ' : . ' .

. <

|
k The study cons1sted of four phases* (a) interpretation and summation, .

(b) translation, (c) app]1cat1on and ref1nement (d) reconsideration.
During the interpretation and summation phase, theefrst suitable of Burke's
works were read and reread for clarificatton of the’dramatistic method.

The three most freQUently reviewed texts were The Ph1]osogby of L1terary
Eggg (1957) first published in 1941, A Grammar gﬁ Motives (196?}{’§ﬁd A
Rhetoric ‘of Mgtives (1962).:- This review and summatiion ¢an in no way be
considered exhaustive. Others, who have dedtcdted years to sSuch endeavor

(Duncan, f965)z would no doubt find our work lacking in depth. Neverthe-
less, with numerous reviews, a working knowledge of the method was -

: genéfated for translation to curriculum evaluation.

» *

Preliminary judgments. about the method were that ‘it ceufd and should be
applied to both the planned currign]um (document) and to the carriculum as
implemented and that it could and should be simplified so that term1noJogy
and pr@cedures would not confuse the eva]uators or the audience.

+ It betame c]ear that in order to transfer Burkean criticfsﬁ to curricu-
lun evaluation. it would have to be applied and discussed as if one were
éonducf%ng an actual, rather than hypothetical evaluation. In a real

" sftuation the evaluators would be able to decide which terms heiped eluci-

date elements of the curriculum and which seemed unproductive. i \\w

v \ . N . -




- programs and such terms were set aside.

5
A preliminary list of terms for analytic. focus was_extracted and, after
numerous d1scuss1ons and debates, the investigators took to the field to

: - \
. —

app]y the&thod "in situ.” ~ . )

"The deve]opers of a ninth grade humanities curriculum agreed‘to a]}ow‘
us to p1lot and ref1ne our criticism technique on their program., The newly
implemented program is part of a four-year, integrated core curr1cu]um for ~
stu&énts in a new private metropo]1tan secondary school. The curr1cu]um
has had no prevgous external evaluation and the deve]opers we]comed the
assessment o ) » ’

N

t *

.Copies of the curriculum document were-obtained and reviewed.- Comments:
and questions were recordedf ~Discussjion of the “document made it. apparent N
that obseryations and interviews were\a necessary part of the data '

for two weeks, .allowing

gathering. visitation schedule was ar

additional visits as needed in ]ater.weeks. During the visits, evaluators
observed large grgup lecture presentations, small group_sgmﬁnars,'and

Observations of dndividual tutorialvsessions

lanning sessions.

were nat ed because they were De]ieved to be too obtrusive.

'Interv1ews were carried out w1th the program d1rector _and w1th the program

deve]oper who was on temporary leave. -’ o

After each observation or interview the eva]uator_‘aebrieféd and
rEv1ewed verpatim notes and descriptions in re]at1on‘to potent1a]]y
descriptive/useful dramatistic terminology. ~Some terms of value in .
analyzing literary works were found Fo be of ]ess:merltfwhen app]1ed'to .t
; Other, procedural and focusing
terms productive of insight_Weré retathed. After theﬂvisitat{on was
completed the current working vocabuiary and format were established,
though they are, by‘no means, to be viewed as_tota]]y’refjnedL;

. . o

r

+ N ] -’ \N . . '
The following pages contain the working vocabulary list and definitions,

and an abbreviated version of the evaluation report. The report is com- -

-, ) , . . C s -
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posed of (a) a prologue which Driéf]y descrioes’tﬁe,program to be eva]dated,
the involved participants, and the general scene; (b) selected scenes which
presént summaries of the pentad components; (c) an epilogue of programmatic ~
conclusions. Finally, the abbreviated dramatistic,review is followed by a
- discussion and ;Econsfderation of the application of the dramatistic method
" to curriculum evaluation work.

I




® A Selected Dramatistic Vocabulary h e

‘ " Dramatism. ‘A'methodology‘for studying man's symbolic action to discern
and eva]uatéizge motives of man, based-on dramatic terminology.

The Dramatistic pentad.
Act: Names what took place in thought and.deed.

~ Scene: The background of the act, the situqfion, temporal and_geoéraphica],

etc. in which it occurred. ’ *
Agent: .What kind ‘of person or persons performed the/;ctu
Agency: What means qr-instrument the agfht used.,
Purpose: Why the act was done.
Attitude. The state of mind,‘incipient_act of the agent, the manner in
which an act is performed,(a sixth principle). '_ o

Courtshig. The use of suasive dev1ces for the transcend1ng of social
estrangement (mystery) ' 4 ) .

. \
Dialectical term. A term that requ1res an oppos1te to def1ne 1§ We

cannot locate its relative mean1ng with. out reference to some\polar or dif-
ferent concept.. . < ' .

- 13

X / .
.t .
Dramatic alignment. _What is versus what symbolically in a rhetorical

work, i.e.) the-materia] interests one symﬁo]ica]]y, defends or
. appropriates, or a11gns oneself with in the course of one assert1ons (god
terms versus devil terms). ’

. 3
3

Ingratiation. The attempt to gain favor; style }k Jngratiation by
“saying the right thing." ) '

. . , ‘> 7

@

Mystery. Strangeness; mystery arises at that- poiﬁt,where different

kinds of beings are, in commun1cat10n, mystery keeps two people from compJe-‘

tely communicating. : ¢ N

)
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Orientation. The bundle of judgments and assumptiggf held about the
way thfngs were, are, and will be.

-

Piety. The sense of what goes with what.

s

Representive anecdote. This informative anecdote is a summation, con-

taining implicitly what the system that is developed from it contains .

explicitly; a paradigm or prototype.

Strategies. A method of enéompassing ar approaching a situation;
'maneuvering; a docﬁment is a strategy for encompassing a situation;- from
where, through what, to what.

Watershed\movement. Critical points within a work; changes .of siope,
where some new quality enters. . ' N

P
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Curriculum EJa]Uétion Rebort
(Abbreviated)

Profogue S~

\
The program eva]uated is the 1ntegrated ninth grade human1t1es curricu-
The
pprogram is in its first year of 1mp]eméhta¢1on, having peen deve]oped in
1979 through funds from a private ph11anthrop1éh%%undat1on. The humanities
program is taught by a team of six teachers, each of whom offers expertise

Tum of the Northwest School of Arts Human1t1es, and EnV1ronment

in literature, foreign language, music, art, or history. The program has
three primary instructionél components--large group presentations (2-4
hours a week), small group seminars, (12-15 studénts), and- individual
tutorial (%.hour every other week).ﬂ A broad historica] overview of
politics, economics, re]1g1on, art, mus1c, and 11terature is pravided to

- the appromeately 60 students current]y enro]]ed in this, the first of fodr
years of humanities curricula, required of all students.

%

+
.
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"Scene 1: 8:35 a.m. Monday, 9 Febrqary 1981 in"the theatre of the dorthwest -

‘School. Students come in and set up folding chairs in the back half of the’
room; the lecturer stands in the front. The room is cold and was painted
over the weekend. At several points during the lecture the door is opened
from the outside by those eurious about the outcome of the paint job (the
walls are plack and there are various colorful carpets on the floor). A .
portable blackboard is at the front of the _room, bdt is difficult for most

O/‘

v to see. Three postal-card- sized illustratjons- rest on’ the ledge of the
“blackboard--also’ difficult to see. A piano and record player gre to the X
lecturer's right .as he,faces the class. Extra chairs, prOpert1es, and
sundries are scattered to the lecturer's left. The atmosphere is friendly

~ and informal. . ‘ Pogrd ) _— ‘
. 7 Y .
. Door T P Window
Record Player j ) , ) N
XX ' .
' ° Piano | XX 0 + ‘
.. . ¢
. IV XXX KX XX Xso % T
- XXX x BxxXX
: X% % X XXX X \
; XXXX - -
Cast: 1 lecturer, 4 teachérs, 50 students; 2 observers (NJG & SLB)
y . * ‘ . .
’ Act: Lecture demonstration on subject of medieval music '
Agent: Human1t1es sect1on leader acting as ]ecturer. Th1s ]ecturer
has expertise as a musician and teacher of mus1c and music h1story. -
r' . . \ .
Agency: Audial presentation--lecture, records, piano defionstratjons ,
R - ¢
Purpose: Proximal--t0 transmit information about medieval.music. - ’
Intermediate--to reginforce cbncepts re'garding the Middle Ages. Distal--to
}. . provide a systematic and integrated” examination of human history.
v ' : ’ . :
. Strategies‘ Dramatic a]1gnment Conceptua] Juxtapos1t1on of

theoret1ca1 and practical mus1c1ads conceptua? Juxtapos1t1on of cathedral//A

and cast]e, clergy and nobility. . ) ’




- . ‘ . ] ‘,‘ .
\ \ .

Scene 3: 8:35 a#m., TueSday, 10. February 1981 in the theater of the
Northwest Schood. Students come-in and $it on the f]bpr or on chairs in a
loose circle at the front of \the room. The teacher sits on the .floor in.

the circle and goes to the bl ckboard as necessary. The theater, is large

Yo . s .- .
. : and has a goodly amount of theatrical clutter--this class uses barely a
- -+ fourth of the ‘room. . { '
. ) e, Board r
. .
Door | Q 4 '
S T %; x ' . Windows v
' . X o -+ ' :
.x 2 ¢ L .
’ ' , T xx A N .
. Piano ) - . g
’ ) . Windows
¢ ¢ Do . ° ) .
-0 * c ).
Cast: 1-teacher, 10 students, 1 vbserver (SLB) P ~
! - ’ .
o - - \J T
Act: Sem1nar session on Connect1cut Yankee.
Agent: Humanities teacher .
, , :
. - . .

Agencx. D1scu5510qp convergent and d1vergent quest10ns, student word lists,
and text. - * :

- -

- o & . . . . o 1, -

Punbose: Proximal--to begin discussion of Connecticut Yankee; to begin
o vocaou]ary lists baéed on Connect1cut Yankee. Ihtermediate--to deal with a

.

. . ) ]1terary work about the middle ages. Distal--to prov1de for the:
’ . examination of h1$tory through 11terature,’fo re1nforce concepts re]af*'ﬁ

:to the Middle Ages. i ~___ - B
/ ) | .
‘y/ ‘Sfrategies: Dramatic akignment. Conceptua] Juxtapos1t1on of Power and

Progress (personal comfort) and qf_the actual and the fictionalized (Middle

. Ages/Connecticut Yankee; an as’ylum/One Flew Over the_Quckoo.s Nest).

%

ane N - . -
. ’\ - ‘ B . . . ) N ‘&
- .
- . 2 '
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Scene J: 12:15 p.m., Monday, 9 March 1981. "This Humanities meeting took
place in a second f]oor'tiassroom. Large tables were pushed- together in
the midd}e of the room.and teachers ate lunch during the informal meeting.

‘[ Window — Window, i
¥ - 1] 1] ]
‘ P . T. Window )
'Board o 2‘ ’ P -+~
- e J ) A Tz . T T . 1 -
. . N Window
- O . K ~, -14 - .
l l ~ * .
‘Dovr - . Y ’ : i . “

. {Cast) Agents: ,Acting Director of the Human1t1es Program-T I 2 Human1t1es
section leadetfs T2 and T3, A observer (SLB). The other two Humanities )
teachers were not present--one was i11 and the other nad a conf]1ct1ng meeting.

.
Act: Humanities planning meeting

o

Agency: Discussion A !
’Purpose: Proxinial--ta plan.schedules of Humanities Program for the . ;J

A}
.

following week; to create a one-ﬁeur examination for students on the
Medieval Periad and the Age of Exploration; to decide upon.grading

procedure for Connecticut Yanked papers. Intermediate--to reclassify and "
articulate teachers' owWn understanding of overriding concepts of per1ods of
study Just comp]eted in order to plan for students. Distal--to cont{nue
movement toward ultimate goals of Humanities Program, /

/
/ _ -

. . ' . . /
Strategies:wDramat1c alignment: "Do the times make the machines pr do the

machines make the times?" T2 - Cathedral/castle; sp1r1tua]12at1od/the
secular; the preparation for a hereafter/11fe on earth--all repdesent
conf]1cts--fa1th/scept1c1sm. Watershed moment--the concept of &he

doup e Bdge~-how that which creates horror and atrocity a]so c#eates
* artistry and beauty--"the kids are fascinated by thisi! Ty

I3 : -4
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Scene’8: An {nformal meeting between one of the developers of the

March 1981 af the developer's home. The day was warm so the meeting took

+  Humanitres P;ogram and the jnvestigators at 1:00 p.m. on Wednesday, 11

(

~place in the packyard over cof?ee; cake, and a nqpniﬂg_paby.

1

. / & N SR
' garden
| 0

baby 2

. D
@} . ’1 :
’ tree \\r\.\&

stairs

o

A
, % .

(Cast) Agents--Curriculum Developer: 2 observérs - NJG, and SLB
) .

b ’
interviewers; 1 baby (feméle). .
: C
* Act: Meeting with curriculum developer. B

Agency: Questioning and discussion

’
- 5

Purpose: To gain information ‘about the Humanities Program as written--(the
curriculum document) to ascertain’ the degree to which the curriculum
document 1is representative of a diaiectica] instrument.

Outcomes: After two hours of discussion several issues became evident
about the Humanities Program from the point of view of the developér:

~
~
-

Primary Strategy .
1. Passion is of primary import--teachgrs and Jecturers must treat
their subjects with passion in order to keep students engaged~

b}

:
. .
. | \
. .
. .
. .
.
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Purpose . ' ’ ! :

2. The ninth grades must be encourdged to “turn an" and be a]pred to.
function intellectually. The program focuses on sk1]] deve]opment in

reading and wr1t1ng and "plants the seeds of their [the students] cultural
heritage." ' . . e } r

¢ Y, | ’ L)
3. The first half of the ninth grade year is planned to stress the
acquisition of concepts, not chronological facts. Organizational elemenrts
\g\\ are po]1t1cs_4 economics, re]1g1on, intellect and art1stry, social structures.

o

Purposes--distal

4. Overriding goa]s of ninth grade year are to give students'

|
|
|
|
|
|
study of‘comparativé mythology, compa;ative religion, social ot j

a. an understand1ng of basic term;. . .
. D. an anderstanding of concepts of Western'civi]ization;through .
N systems, etc, .
C. a sense of the universality and the uniqueness of humankind.

~d. time to deve%op a sense of themse]ves in relation to historical

- events. . ¥
g/ ) e. skills «in the fundamentals of compgsition (critical and cneétive).
~N
f. enjoyment of reading. & N4
. , ~-
. - - Foe
£y
5 , - -
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Q~,' months oldwand the pnogram is be1ng taught”by a new]wafoﬁ é team of ) .
teachers. .

& Y . ;
. ) 2. The-formal aspects of the program ﬁecture, seminar’
" tutorial conférences are being implemented as described in a\curricu]um

document. e .
AN

gssions, and

I
. . .

l§ Py

3. The physical setting described in the curr1cu]Jm docuﬁent (the lec-
tu?e,sett1ngs ) has not yet been realized. L
- - - | . A J |
4. the organizing concepts of theéprogram, which are c]ear to the
developers, are often transmitted to tdachers orally instead of through the
curriculum document. - ' : °

’ . - ", . ' .
5. 'Primary programmatic eoncepts and goals appear to be agreed on by

the developers and the teachers, and are preserited to the students in 4
lectures, seminar sessions, and tutoria] conferences with considerable
’} : cons1stency Th1s i's true despite the fact that the forma] components of '

e the -program cou]d change dramat1ca]ly, depend1ng upon the perspectives of
. individual teacner$.

e -

N [

6.” The academic atmysphere 1s informal and encourages student par-
N - ; ticipation in lectures and sem1nar seiE1ons.///,, -

%

7. The "diaTectic," that ié:'the negotiated acceptance of the.
- curr1cu1um, appears to occur primarily in the seminar sessions rather than
in lectures or the curriculum document itself.




. 8. The seminar session can be seen as the "representative aneddote" of
the program as a whole @nd thus can prov1de~an efficient veh1c1e through

[

which evaluat1ons can progress and present analyses. ' o
9. The curriculum as written and presented is indeed'high]y’
~—:’:jngratiating,ﬂ that is, it gains favor with students and teachers.,
10. The program seems able to accommodate a wide var1ety of ]earn1ng
and teaching styles while comprom1s1ng its goals and obJect1ves ]1tt]e. ..

+

11: There was.some discussion of eventual program modificiation based,
in part, on teachers' perspectives. The investigators quest1on whether
possibilities exist for studebt suggested mod1f1cat1on of the curr1cu]um
also. * ’

12. Students seem, in some instances, o have the opportunity for
cho1ce of projects, but th;§§cho1ce is not articulated in the cidrriculum ;
document. ) '

13. There is a modeling process going on in the program. When

- ~{eachers are excited, learning, and discovering (as they seem to be here),

© the*stidents with whom they have contdct will likewise pe engaged.
’ P . ~ ’ N \ .-y

\ If we try to discover-what the poem is doing’ for the poet we may \
discover a set of generalizations as to what poems do for everybody

L\\ ) ‘ . (K Burke, The Philosophy of Literary Form)

P

;4. The program offers freshness, excitement, and cont1nu1ng growth-
for the team of teachers. The teachers appear, in exchange, to be/willing
\ to expend considerable t1me and energy to teach effectively.

. .
* . 2




15. The program gives_evidence of both teacher and student\participa-
tion in a learning situation where no one is expected to be expert at all
times and each is an authority at some time. This creates a supportive and

-

tolerant learning environment. Co

16. The respect wh1ch teachers and students have for each other is
?Bet/red by mutual engagement in learning and not by the impositions of
authority figures.

&

r4E




'curr1cu]a. Although the pentad has been used, thus far, so]e]y from the \

.

" the dramatistic-method provides a holistic way of 1ook1ng at urr1cu]um. .

. . .
. .
. v . L
.
-
- L ‘

e Methodq]oéica] Conclusions and Implications

N - \
The investigators believe that the dramatistic pentad proved a useful ?
tdel for portrayal of the, processes involveq in the Humanities Program at
the Nohthwest schoo] of tHe Arts, Humanities, and Enviranment. It appears '
to be a tool that would pgpve equa]]y useful for the portraya] of other o

teacher's point of view, student part1c1pat1on could also be portrayed (and .
in fact should be) in order to pr v1de a more comp]gte p1cture of-any
curriculum as Tt is taught.

‘The dramatistic vocabulary can be used to isolate and describe what
1s aggen1ng (the primary focus) in any class session. While the 1nvest1-
gators chose, "in this instance, not to. contam1nate the tutor1a]s by the
presence of outsiders, it is their be]1ef that the dramat1st1c vocabulary ~
is especially applicable to 1ndgv1dua1 conferences and other "one-to-one"
teach1ng/]earn1ng situations.

Many of the basic components of a dramatﬁstic'approach to curriculum
evaluation could also prove useful and appropriate tqﬁgna]ysis of teaching

-

both in a comparative, externa] sense (are teachers 1, 2, and 3 presenting
material similarly, stressing the same ideas, etc()»and as a tool with
which teachers-could assess their own performances. and their students’
perceptions. =~ =~ ° t 8

By a]fEWing for. anecdotal as well as schematic portrayal\of program,

It is noteworthy that the ‘same method is appropr1ate for analy of the
curriculum document and for the cJ¥r1cu1um as taught, and thus provides a
.

way to determine the coincidence (or lack of co1nc1dence) .of major ideas in

the document and ih the c]assroom. Exper1ence seems to 1nd1cate howe:&r,
that the method ‘is more amenab]e to the ana]ys1s of classroom or’ c]ass like

LAY
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(tutorijal) act1v1t1es and 1nteract1ons, for when it was_used to ]ook at

meetings (1nformat1ona] or decision mak1ng) the actual commun1cat1on became

the focus of attent1on rather than the process. - ' -

« X ~ )

The‘requirement that a scene be .described and a set* diagrammed for each

educational' encounter portrayed foeuses attention on where “and under what

circumstances and/or conditions th1ngs happen. ?hese—are factors which,
though often neglécted, are as 1mportant as what is happen1ng. Seminar
sessions meeting on the final day of a term, for 'exanpte, might legitima-"

'te]y be expected to be more tight]y'organjzed than sessions. on other days.

»

TRe d1scovery and use of a l‘representat1ve anecdoteﬂ~that cam portray a
progrEL seenis an efficient way to analyze and present eva]uat1ve material.
One of the, strengths of th1s method, in fact, is the access1b1]1ty of
eValuat1on results to adm1n1strators, teachers, students, parents, and
other concerned parties. Evaluation (investigative) results can be
displayed graphically and communicited in a vocabulary easily understood by

" both the professional and lay public. The method is be]]eved appropriate

for both formative and summatlve eva]uat‘on tasks, although summat1ve
evaluation should also make use of quant1tat1ve methods wh1ch could more
adequately assess whether spec1f1c program goals (obJect1ves) were .being
met.

’
..
) . - -
P

The investigatjve process--how to apply dramatistic term1no]ogy, how to
know what represents_a “representative anecdote" or "p1ety" or."dramatic”
a]1gnment"-—was deve loped dur1ng the course Of th1s proaect and was the .
result of discussion and negot1at1on. It is clear, however, that™in order
for dramatistic eya]uatfon to represent more than an 1d1osyncrat1c experi-
ment, vocabulary and presentational dev1ces must somehow De. shared with .
potential users. The basic diagrammatic format and “the dramat1st1c vocabu-~
lary are elements that the investigators pelieve cou]d be e s1]y tr
mitted 'to others, yet it 4s -obvious that at some t1me, definitions and .“




: . ) s ; ‘4% .
procedures might well havé to be established by fiat.

Although this will

weaken the impact of the personal interpretations of any investigator
(which can, of course, be included in°report sections dealing with discus-
sion), it seems necessary ‘in order to pé ab]e to proceed with a degree of

rigor. Certa1n]y an outline of the brocess of an ?nves

tigation based upon

the drama§35t1c method would ha9e to be' ava1]ab]e, in wr1t1ng, to others if

its use is to decome more than a c]ose]y guarded secret.

view the deve]opment of procedural gu1de]1nes as’ the ne
2,

work w1th the dramat1st1c method.

%

NS + L4 C oy

- The 1nvest1gators
xt stage ‘in their

-
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